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Vigilancein MauriceBlanchot
Michiko Tsushima
Languageas theneutre
“Thoughtoftheneutreisa threatnda scandalforthought，”writes
Blanchotin“Rene Charetla pens如du neutre．”He also citesCh r’s
line，“IamgolngtOSpeakandIknow whatsaylnglS，but whatisthehos－
tileechothatinterruptsme？”The“hostileecho”thatinterruptssp echis
thevoice oftheneutre．It speaks and changes ceaselessly；itbecomesthe
interminablemurmur，a hauntingspectre，the opacitythatisbeyondany
OpaClty．Itisthevoicethatinterruptsour voicewheneverwe speak．
ThethoughtoftheneutrenotonlyprovidesthebasisofBlanchot’sre－
flectiononlanguagebutessentiallycharacterizeshislanguageitself．The
neutrenames theforceoflanguage whichinterruptsthetotalizlngforce
While suspendingand effacingitsown speech oritsown presence．The
meutreisthatwhichcannotbeassimilatedtoany genreor any category．
Itresistsapproprlation anddetermination．Itefusestobelongoawhole．
Italsoexists as“the sufferlng Oflanguage，”“thetormentoflanguage”
thatcomes to us asiffromtheotherside oflanguage．
“Rene Charetlapenseeduneutre”isanessaywhich，instead ofpre－
tendingtopresenta commentaryon Char，triesto approacht e thought
Oftheneutreor thelanguageoftheneutrewhichBlanchot thinksconsti－
tutesa crucialpart ofChar’s work．TheessaydeplCtSheenlgmatic▲power
Ofthespeechoftheneutre，andshowsthathispowerisbasedon the
neutre’spassivity，Whichisinseparablefromitsinterrogativeforce．
Accordingto Blanchot，theneutrecomes tolanguage throughlanguage
WhensheerpassivltySpeaks－－When“anactqualifiableas passiveseems to
lack directrelationtoa subjectwho would accomplishit，”thatistosay，
Whenan actionis separatedfrom hesubjectwho acts．Thelanguage of
theneutrepronouncesitselfas“an action ofinaction，an effect ofnon－
effect．”Ortheneutrespeaks withouttakingltSelfintoaccountor the
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One Who pronouncesit．Initspassivltyhatisbeyondany passive voice，
theneutreallowstheunsaidtospeak．AndtheunsaidpolntStO“theinter－
rogativeforce，”andismarkedbytheGα．
“Itspeaks；itdesires；Onedi s［Gap rle；Gadesire；Onmeurt］，”writes
Blanchot・Thislinecouldbeseenasthemanifestati？nOfthespeechofthe
neutre．HeretheFrenchぢα，atOnCe Crude and refined，markstheneutre：it
is“asthoughtherearose fromthe‘vulgar’streetthemurmur of an
unmasterable affirmationinthemanner ofacryfrom thelowest depths．”
Inotherwords，theぢαindicates“thethrustofa questionor questionlng，”
notinthe formofa response，butas a withdrawal．“Theneutre ques－
tions，”Blanchotsays，butitdoesso notinan ordinarymanner，nOtby
interrogatlng．Butwi htheinterrogativeforc ，it“pushesalwaysfurther
thelimitswithin whichthisforcemightstillexerciseitself，Whenthevery
SlgnOfquestionlngfadesandnolongerleavesaffirmation eithertheright
Or thepowertorespond．”1
Theneutreisalsodepictedas“therefusalnot onlytochoose，butto
Submititselfto thepossibility ofa ch icebetweentwo terms：SuChas one
Or theother，yeSOr・nO，thisor that，daynight，gOdor man．‘Which of
thetwo？’－－‘Neitherone northeother，theother，the other’．”2This
refusalofthepossibility ofa choiceb tweentwotermsindicatesn open－
1ngOf another relation，a relation with“the unknown”which“discloses”
theunknown．Itisa paradoxicalrelation，a“relationwithout relation”
Withtheunknown．Blanchot writes，“Tospeakistobindoneself，Without
ties，tOheunknown．”Itis“a relationin whichtheunkno n wouldbeaf－
firmed，mademanifest，eVen eXhibited：disclosed．”Yetatthesame time，
hesays，“this relation mustleaveintact－－untOuChed－－Whatitconveys
andnotunveilwhatitdiscloses．”Theunknownintheneutreis nottobe
touched．AIsoitis“the－nOt－tO－be－eXpeCted，”“the－nOt－tO－be－found，”or“the一
lMauriceBlanchot，エ’且花£re£よe几よゆ花よ，Paris：Gallimard，1969，pp．449－450；
rんeJ／所作如Co几UerSαわ0几，Minneapolis：UniversityofM nnesota Press，1993，
p．305．
2上′epαS 仇－deJ占，Paris：Gallimard，1973，p．108；アんeS£印 Ⅳ0£月eッ0几d，
Albany：StateUniversityorNew York Press，p．77．
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not－tO－be－apprOaChed．”Anditisnottobe brought tolight，fort eun－
knownintheneutredoesnotbelong tolight．Itisnei hervisible norin－
visible．It“turnsitselfaway fromeveryvisible andinvisible．”It should
benotedthatBlanchot depictsthisrelationas a contradictoryrelation
that“disclosestheunknown，butbyan uncoverlngthatleavesitunder
cover．”This relation of non－preSenCeisa disclosure，butitisnotan un－
COVerlng．Itonly“indicates”the unknown．Thus，thelanguageof the
neutre，Whichisbasedon therefusaltoaccept hepossibilityofa choice
betweentwo terms，meanSanOpenlngOftherelationwhich“discloses”the
unknown．“To speaktheun nown，tO reCeiveitthroughspeech whileleav－
1nglt unknown．”3
Languageas Vigilance
Itisimpossibletos parateBlanchot’snotionof theneutrefromthat
Of vigilance．Vigilance，the wakefulnesstowhatisdo blor theunknown，
isalsoa“relation without relation”withtheunk o n：it“relates”the
unknowninasmuchasitisunknown．Justas theneutre essentially charac－
terizesBlanchot’slanguage，SOVigilance underlieshisentirelanguage．
Vigilancein Blanchotme ns thathislanguage“discloses”thedangerof
the thoughtof heunknown（i．e．whathe n mes“philosophy”）；andit
doeso byway ofthedivergenceor reversalof whatisdoublewhichhis
languageseekstosafeguard．Hereto“disclose”dangermeans to affirm，
makemanifest，eXhibitdanger，but byan uncoverlngthatleavesdanger
under cover，Or，ina word，tO“indicate”danger．4Itisalsoto“relate”to
dangeras danger．
Buthow doesvlgilance speakinBlanchot’slanguage？Onemay w ll
imaglnemuCh ofwhatBlanchotsays aboutHeraclitus’slanguagein
3エ’且化かで£ie几よゆ几よ，pp．440－445；rんeJゆ花加CoJIUerぶα£わ几，Pp．299－302．
4Iam hererererrチngtothesense ortheverb“disclose［decouvrir］”that
Blanchotpresentsln“Ren色Charetlapens色e du neutre．”He writesthat
theneutre supposes“arelationin whicht eunknown wouldbearrirmed，
made manirest，eVen eXhibited：disclosed，”Thisre ation“disclosesth un－
known，butbyaヮuncoveringthatleavesitundercover・”ム’肋re£∠g几よ小几∠，
p．442；rんeJJげ∠几はeCo几UerSαわ0几，p．300．
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“Heraclitus”appliestohisown．Forinstance，thefollowlngremarkabout
HeraclituscoulddescribeBlanchot’sown“vlgilance”：“Withthevlgilance
Ofa man to whom a knowledgeofwhatisdoublehasbeenimparted，he
WatChesover thesecretalterltythatgovernsdifference，butgovernsitby
preservlnglt agalnSttheindifferencewher inallcontrarietywouldbean－
nulled．”5
Blanchotpaysattentionto theenlgmatic powerofHeraclitus’slan－
guagewhichisinseparablefromsobriety，SeVerity，andrigor．Hesaysthat
Heraclitus’slanguageis“themosta t ntive，”and“supremelybalanced be－
tweenthecontrariesthatittests．”Healsodepicts Heraclitus’slanguage
as themovementthatdoesnotadvance alongtheone path，butmakesus
move，Withoutour noticinglt，tOWardUnity．Though Blanchot doesnot
Sayit explicitly，hesuggeststhatHeraclitus’slanguageisnothingbutthe
unceaslng mOVementOfthescalesin whichUn ty Differenceitselfspeaks．
Vigilancein Heraclitus’slanguageisessentiallylinkedto thisfacthatit
istheunceaslng mOVementOfthescales－－themovementwhich makesen－
1gmaticDi汀erencespeak，inbrief，themovement oftheneutre．
Indeed，reCalling Ren色 Schaerer’s book エ’んommeα花£昭弘e，Blanchot
presentsa strikinglmage Ofscales，the golden scalesintheeighthbookof
theJJiαd．Heisde cribing Zeus’sgaze．In ordertoendtheTrojanconflict，
ZeusascendstoMountIdaandsurveysthebattlefieldwithhisdivinegaze．
Thisgaze atfirst belongsto an emplricaleye which observes
nonpreferentialequanimitytheexactlyequalforcesup to the
WhenthedecisiveactioIlistaken：Settlngup thescales，placlng
mortalfatesinthe balance，ZeusraisesJuSticeup by the
“witha
moment
the two
middle．”
BlanchotcitesSchaerer：“itisa thisinstant thatZeus’sgazemoves from
thebattlefieldtothescales，andthatemplricalobservationglVeS WaytO
SpeCulative vision；Vision stillcontemplatlngheconflict，butthis time
formalized，reducedto purealternative．”Thisisthe highestmoment of
divineaffirmationin which“the scales pronounce．”Thecales rev al
themselvesas“the essentially unstable composition oftwo differences，”
5Ibid．，p．128；tranS．p．90
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thehorizontaldifference（“anequalization，”“thehorizontalplaneofthe
arm thatoscillates withthescales’twopans”）andtheverticaldifference
（“thedualityofthedivineandthehuman”）．Inotherwords，themove－
mentofthescalesobeys and affirmstheDifferenceofthe“All－One．”6The
indefatigablemovement ofthescalespreserves“thesecretalterity”
againsthesuppression of allcontrariety．HereBlanchotimplicitlysug－
geststhat theimageofthescalesintheeighthbookoftheJJよαdepito－
mizesHeraclitus’slanguと唱e．
In fact，ifwe keepthisimageofthescalesin mindwhen reading
Blanchot’scommentsaboutHeraclitus’slanguage，Weunderstandthem
much morereadily．Forexample，BlanchotsaysthatHeraclitus’slanguage
is“faithfulto doublemeanlng，butonly outoffidelitytomeanlngS Sim－
I
plicity．”Tobe faithfulto doublemeanlnglStObe faithfulto“thesecr t
alterity，”“the secretrelationbetweencontrariesthatis beyondcontrari－
ety”whichisbasedon tension，discordand accord，unCeaSlngreClprOClty
betweencontraries．This“secret alterity”makesa slgninhedir ctionof
“meanlng’simplicity，”“Unity．”1tisonlyby way ofthis“secret
alterlty”that“Unity”isdisclosed．Blanchot holdsthatwhat speaksessen－
tiallyinHeraclitus’slanguage，in“thecrossedor harmoniouspassage”
fromthings towords，Orfromwordstothings（thatis，byway oftheir
divergence［“between－tWO”］）isDifferenceitself．Heraclitus’slanguage
doesnotimmobilizethedivergenceors cret alterlty．Itisalways alertto
theenlgmaticDifferenceofthe“AlトOne”by“harboringtwo thoughtsa
OnCe，”“unfoldingthisdual ty…forclngltinitsreserveandneverleavlng
itat rest．”7
Vigilancein Heraclitus’slanguage，theceaselessmovement ofthe
SCales，COrreSpOndsto vigilanceinBlanchot’slanguage．Whatfundamen－
tallyspeaksinBlanchot’slanguageisalsothe enlgmaticDifference，
“Unity，”“simplicity，”“thelimit．”JustlikeHeraclitus’slanguage，his
language“discloses”theenlgmaticforceof“Unity．”Anditexistsas the
6Ibid．，p
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awarenessofitsown danger．
We can also regard vigilanceinBlanchot’slanguageor writlngaS the
VaCillationbetweentrustinlanguagenddistrustoflanguage，Orthe
SeaSaWlngbetweenthe two．Hiswriting allowsa switchingbetweentrust
inlanguageanddistrustoflanguage，and vice versa．“To writeisto be
absolutelydistrustfulofwritlng，WhileentrustlngOneSelftoitentirely，”
WritesBlanchot．8Writlngmai tainstheindecisionbetweencompletetrust
inwriting／1anguageand absolutedistrustofit．Healsodepictswriting
as“thedetourthatwoulddisqualifytherightto anylanguageat all．”
ThisechoesBlanchot’s thoughtthatw atthewriter risksinbelo glngtO
thedemandoftheworkisnotjust his／herlifeor theworldbut“his
／herighttodeath”（“sondr it alamort”）．
Butwhat does Blanchotexactlymean by“absolutely distrusthlof
Writing”？Howcan thewriterbeabsolutelydistrustfulofwritlngWhile
entrustinghimseほ／herselftoitentirely？
Blanchotthinks thatinordertohavetrustinlanguagewritinghasto
returnto thepoint ofdefianceoflanguage wherelanguageitselfisdis－
trustingltSelf．“Trustinlanguageistheoppos te－－distrust oflanguage
－－Situatedwithinlanguage．Confidenceinlanguageislanguageitselfdis－
trusting－－defying－－1anguage：findinglnitsown spacetheunshakable
prlnCiples ofa critlque．”9Trustinlanguagemeanslanguageitselfdistrust－
1nglanguage prlOrtOOur truStlnglanguageor ourdistrustlnglanguage．
Languageisalways alreadydefyinglanguageasitsown critlquefromits
de－Centeringce ter．This exactly correspondsto Levinas’ linewhich
Blanchotcitesin“Notrecompagneclandestine”and上’且crよ£比re血
d∂sαSとre：＜Lelangageest舶ja scepticisme＞．In“Notrecompagne clan－
destine，”referrlngtO thisline，Blanchotsaysthatan emphasiscan be
placedon“dejま”；heholdsthat thisisnotbecauselanguagewouldbe
merelylnSufficient oressentially negativity，Orbecauseit would exceedthe
8MauriceBlanchot，上’丘・r血re血d台SαSかで，Paris：Gallimard，1980，p．170；
rんeⅣrよ加g〆£んe仇sαS亡er，Lincoln：UniversityorNebraskaP ess，1986，p．
110．
9Ibid．，p．66；tranS．p．38．
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limitofthinking，butecauselanguagesustains“1erapport
CeSSif”－－thetraceofwhathasalready passed withoutpresence，
whichis alwaysalready effaced．10Sotheword“d色j孟”indicates
guagebearsa relation withwha defieslanguage－－defianceo
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thetrace
thatlan－
1 guage，
SkeptlCism oflanguage situated withinlanguage．
ForBlanchot，tOWriteistoentrust ourselvestothisdefiant forceof
language，Skepticismoflanguage，Whichhas beenconfidedto us．This
means thatwritlng entruStSitselfto an aleatoryforceinitscenter．1l
“Confidentoflanguage－－Oflanguage understoodas thedefiantchallenge
whichas beenconfidedtous，JuStaS We have beenntrustedtoit．”12
Languageas Danger
WhatmakesvigilanceinBlanchot’slanguagepossibleisthereceptlOn
Ofthedangerof“philosophy．”In other words，Vigilanceisalwayswhat
is double：dangerand vigilance．Vigilanceis whatitis onlylnSOfarasit
letsinandwelcomesdanger．Inthisrespect，Vigilancecorrespondsto pa－
tienceinBlanchot．Hewrites，“Patienceistheenduranceofimpatience，its
acceptanceand welcome，the accordwhi h wants stilltopersistinthe
most extremeconfusion．”13Patienceacceptsand welcomesimpatienceinits
endlessintimacy withimpatience．“Impatiencemust bethecore ofpro－
10“Notrecompagneclandestine，”p．84．AIsoseea什agmentinム’包r血re血
d台SαS£rewhereBlanchotrecallsthesameline；p．123；rんeⅥ／r∠加gq／£んe
∂よsαSとer，pP．76－77．
11Blanchot hintst atHeidegger’swritlng guards ag・ainstdestructive
（“sed色tourner del’aleadestructeur”）－－itdoesnot entrustitseげto
Ibidリp．142；tranS．p．90．
12Ibid．，p．202；tranS．p．133．
－3Maurice Blanchot，ム’且叩αCeJ～㍑白rαよre，Paris：Gallimard，1955，pp．
rんe軸αCeq／ムねerα£比re，Lincoln：UniversityofNebraskaPress，1982，
AIsospeaking ortheimpatienceor Orpheuswho turned back
chance
Chance；
16ト162；
p．127．
to see
Eurydice，Blanchotwrites，“true patiencedoes otexcludeimpatience．Itis
intimacywithimpatience－－impatiencesu汀ered andenduredendlessly．
Orpheus’simpatienceisthu atthesame timea propermovement：initbe－
glnS What willbecomehisown passion，hishighestpatience，hisinfiniteso－
journindeath”；Ibid．，p．228；tranS．p．173．
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foundpatience．”14Likewisedangershouldbethecore of vlgilance．
Butwhatexactlyisdanger？Itisthe“facileness”of thought．Oritis
theinattentivenessofthoughtinwhich allcontrarietylS annulled．Andit
isby way oftherelation withHeidegger’sthought（“thebetweenthe
two”）thatBlanchot’sthought“discloses”the dangerofthought．
The“facileness”ofthoughtfundamentally belongsto themovement
of“thelimit”itself（i．e．“death，”“Difference，’‥‘Unity”）ratherthanto
the thoughtprocessof anindividualthinker．
The“facileness”here（inseparablefromwhat Blanchotcalls“impか
tience”）isnotsome hingthatwe can recognize easily，Certainlynotwhat
Our CuStOmaryCOnCeption of“facileness”deslgnateS，butperhapswhat
“appears”asomethinglikean excessitself which completelyescapesour
knowlngandgrasplng．
In Blanchot’shinking，the“facileness”1iesin themov me tin which
“thelimit”（or death），Whichisconstantlydividedintotw ，triesto re－
turntoitselfor meetitself．Sothe“facileness”is themovementof“the
limit”whichseeksto unifyitsown dupliclty．Itcorrespondsto what
Blanchotcalls“1af cilite demourir”in“Lafacili七色demourir，”thatis，
facilenessinthesense ofa movementof attractiontotheforceofdeath
without anyinterruption orinterference．15Deathattractsand evokes
“1’enviedemourir”inour mind．Itleadsus towhatBlanchotcalls“mas－
terlngdeath”or“suicide”in上’且甲αCeJ如∂rαよre…anaCtOfseekingtoim－
poseone’s goal…“Idie”－－On SOmethingthatescapesallaims andaction；
yetthisdoesnotnecessarilymean whatwe generally understand as“sui－
cide．”Whatshouldbestressed aboutthe“facileness”of“suicide”in
Blanchotisthefacilenessofthemovementof“thelimit”which seeksto
imposemeanlngOn What completelyscapesmeanlng，theimpatiencein
wantingtoknow（“vouloirsavoir”）．Itisthemovementof“thelimit”
Whichseekstounifyitsdoubleness．
】4Ibid．，p．232；tranS．p．176．
15
Maurice Blanchot，ム’Amよと諺，Paris：Gallimard，1971，pp．172－191；
ダrよe几dsんわ，Stanford：StanfordUniverslty Press，1997，pp．149－168．
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ForBlanchot，dangerdisclosedinHeideggeralsoapp arsasthedanger
Situatedwithin“philosophy．”Here“philosophy”meanslesswhatwe re－
gardas an academicdisciplineofthinking thana relationto themove－
ment of“thelimit，”a relationto“the unknown”itself．In“Notre
COmpagneClandestine”（publishedin1980）Blanchotholdsthatwe are all
philosophersinsofaras we radically callthinkingintodoubt．“Whether
Shamefully，gloriously，mistakenly，Orby d fault，Weare allphilosophers；
especiallywhenwe submitwhateverseems philosophical（atermchosento
avoid emphasizing“philosophy”assuch）toa questioningso radicalthat
theentirephilosophicaltraditionwoulhavetobecalledforthinorderto
SuStainit．”16And‘atthesame time，hesaysthathis friendshipwith
Levinasled himto think thatphilosophyisour clandestinefriend，anin－
timatefriendwith whomwe neverthelesscannothavea relation：
Philosophywouldhenceforth beour companiondayandnight，eVen
byloslngitsname，bybecomlngliterature，SCholarship，thelack
thereof，Or bystanding aside．It wouldbetheclandestinefriendin
Whom we always respected－－10Ved－－Whatdidnotpermitus to
havearelationwithher一－allthewhilesenslngthattherewasnoth－
1ngaWakenedin us，Vlgilantuntos eep，Whichwe didn’towe toher
difficult friendship．17
Philosophys owsitselfas whatbelongstothemovementof thelimit，the
limitwhichBlanchotthinksisuncrossableprecisely becauseithasbeenal－
WayS already crossed．Weare already philosophers：Weavealready
CrOSSedthelimit．Butsimultaneously and preciselybecauseofthat，phi－
10SOphyisunreachableto us as theuncrossablelimit：philosophyisour
Clandestinefri nd，aSeCretOWhichwe philosopherscannotforma rela－
tion・Andwecan reasonablysupposethat“philosophy”canmanifestitself
16 Maurice Blanchot，“Notrecompagne clandestine”∠几r エ£espo“r
且m〝lα几比eJエを〃iれαS，Paris：Jean－MichelPlace，1980，p．80；“OurClandestine
Companion”inFαCe王0ダαCe乙〟加工eu∠几αぶ，Albany‥StateUniversityorNew
YorkPress，1986，p．41．
1丁Ibid．，p．80，tranS．p．42．
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as danger．In fact，itisposs bletoreadthesentencesquoted above with
theword“philosophy”substifutedfor“danger．”
In“Connaissancedel’inconnu”inエ’助けeと∠飢よ／げよ花王，Whichbeginswith
a question－－“Whatisa philosopher？”－一Blanchot writesina conversa－
tionalform，tentatively，“philosophy－－Oranything＿yOuWishtoimplyby
thisname－－isessentiallyknowledgeofthenot－known，OrmOre generally，
relationwiththeunknown．”18SinceforBlanchotphilosophybelongsto the
movementofthelimit，“theunknown”herecan beregardedas philoso－
phy’sown secret，theunknown whichis situated within philosophy，butto
whichphilosophycannotberelated．Sophilosophyis“difficultr endship”
Withitsown secret．Thatistosay，philosophyisa paradoxicalrelation
（“arelationw thoutrelation”）withitsown danger，Withitsown“facile－
ness”which can，at anytime，1ead backtotheunbearabledisasteror vio－
1encethathasalreadyhappenedtoit．Philosophyas thisparadoxical
relationwithdangerevealsitselfas fearoffear．Hencethefollowlng
wordsbetweentwospeakersin“Connaissancedel’inconnu”：－－Thephiloso－
pher‥．WOuldbesomeonewhois afraid offear．－－Afraidoftheviolence
thatrevealsitselfinfearandthat threatens totransformhim froma
frightenedmanintoa violentman；aS thoughefearedlesstheviolence
he suffersthan theviolencehe might exercise．”19AIso we recallwhat
BlanchotsaysaboutJeanPaulhan’sconfessioninh sletters（Blanchot
thinks thatwe are askedtowitnessa formidableexperience whichalways
failsitselfandanyone whoclaimsitas theirown）：“Andthisconfession：
了とSeemS己0〝1eと九αと∽んαとJ々α柁d，／orαUe／ツわ乃g£Zme，∽αSm乙↓C／＝ ss
deαれとんα几∽α几とよ花g£0（ゴie（∽んicんJ♪gとCqpα如e〆升omo花e mOme花£と0
とんeJleズと）．0花eCα花SCαrCeJッとαJゐαわ0比£iと．’Aconfession，nOdoubt，butone
whichtouchestheinnermostsecretoftheexperience．”犯
DangerevealedinHeideggeristhefacilenessofthe movementof
“thelimit”that“philosophy”anditslanguagecarrywithinthemselvesas
theunknown．The“facileness”existsas a secretof“philosophy”whichis
18ム’且几打℃£よeJlよゆ几i，p．72；rんeJゆ花わeCoJIUerSα£わ几，p．50．
19Ibid．，pp．71－72；tranSリp．50．
20ム’Amよ£よ台，pp．183－184；ダr上e／ldsんよp，p．160．
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unknownto even“philosophy”itself．
To thinkofBlanchot’srelationto Heidegger，WeCOuldsay that
Blanchot’swritlng regardsHei eggerlessas anindividualphilosopher
WhosethinkinglSSeparatefrom Blanchot’swritlngthanas theproximlty
Ofdangerwhichiswritlnghasto endure andwatchover withinitself．
Thatistosay，forBlanchot，thedangerrevealedinHeidegger’sthoughtis
inseparable fromthedangerin hisown thought．Itisintherelation of
“thebetween”（betweenHeideggerandBlanchot）thatedangerof
thought“appears．”
Inthisrespect，Blanchot’swritlngpOlntStOWardα几0とんerkindofcriti－
Cism．Itservesnotsimplyto criticizeHeidegger’swritlng With vlgilance
αgαL托S£thedanger disclosedinhisph losophy，buttosafeguard andpre－
SerVeHeidegger’swritlngWith vigilanceouer thatdanger．Thatiso ay，
Vigilanceagainstdangerand vigilanceover dangera e one andthesame．
Blanchotis花eよ£んercriticizlng HeideggerアユOrnOtCriticizlngH idegger．But
Blanchot’swritlngtriesto acceptandwatchover thedanger hiddenin
Heidegger．Onemight say，further，thatthedangerhiddenin Heidegger
WatChesover Blanchot’swritlngfromthecoreofBlanchot’swritlng．
Le dangerveillesur nous
We haveseen thatvigilanceinBlanchot’slanguagemeans that his
language“discloses”the dangerof“philosophy，”orthedangerofthe
thoughtoftheoutside．Thisalsomeans thathislanguage“discloses”the
facthat“dangerwatchesover us［1edangerveillesur nous］．”
In“Lafacilitedemourir”hewrites，“乃eeαSeq／dッよJ喀：SuChwould
bethedangerwatchingoverus［エαわcよJ如demo比rよr：telseraitledanger
quiveillesur nous］．”Itisdanger thatwatchesover usprlOrtO Our
WatChingover danger．OritisthroughtheproximltyOr familiarityof
dangerthat vlgilanceis maintained．Speakingfromanother angle，
Blanchotsays，“theonlymeans ofbeingreasonableisnottoclaimto be
free fromallunreason，nOryet（supposingth scouldbe）toremove our－
Selvesfromitineffect，butrathertomakeunreason socl setous，SO aC－
CeSSible，SOfamiliarthatwe constantly passthroughit，1ightly，Without
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lingerlngOr dwellingonit．”Webecome“reasonableoutofa negligent
practice ofunreason，”or we are“savedbythespeedoftheshipwreck．”21
What Blanchottries tostressisthatitisunreason，the rapidity ofdeath，
Or dangerthatkeepswatch．Accordingto him，danger，Whetheritleadsus
to dieor permitsus tolivewithinattentiveness，isa double danger．On
One hand，dangerm ans thatwe feelitsattraction andare drawn bythe
forceofthisattraction－－Our“10nging［envie］”fordeath．Ontheother
hand，dangermeans that“in thisinattentivenesswe ar notableto per－
Ceivethatthedistractionistheverytouchofdeath．”22Laterinthe text
Blanchotsays，“an eaSydeath［1amortfacile］．‥remalnS．．theevi－
denceofthesecretbywhichwe are always questioned．”訟Thesecrethere
indicateshepossibilitythetdangermighturnintovlgilance．
To experiencedangeras what watchesover us meanstobeartheun－
bearableand safeguard whatis・almostimpossibleto safeguard．The
almost－impossible－tO－bearishe“moment”ofreversal（“retournement”）
Ofdangerintovigilance，Ofimpatienceinto patience－－the essentialambi－
gultybetweenthe two．Thisexactlycorrespondsto what Blanchotsays
about“masterlngdeath”andOrpheus’simpatienceinエ’軸αCe∠出自rαよre：
thepossibilitythatanactof“masterlngdeath”isalwaysorientedtoward
a radicalreversal（“retournement”），tOWardtheredoubling ofdeath，Or
thatinOrpheus’sprofound patiencelwaysorlginatesinhisimpatience．In
エ’血r血re血d台sαSとre，her ferstothisexact“moment”ofturningas the
undemonstrablethatsuicide paradoxicallydemonstrates．Ina fragment
Whichbegins，“Impossiblenecessarydeath：Why do theseword 一一andthe
experienceto whichtheyrefer（theinexperience）一一eSCapeCOmprehension？
Why thiscollision ofmutuallyexclusiveterms？．”別Blanchotsuggeststhat，
ratherthan thinkingthatsuicide necessarilyfails deathinitsattemptto
transformdeathintoan active possibility，ratherhandet minlngits
meanlng，WeShouldpay attentionto“the undemonstrable”thatsuicide
2■Ibid．，p．
22Ibid．，p．
23Ibid．，p．
24上，＆rよ£比re
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demonstrates．Here“theundemonstrable”meansthatindeathnothing
comes to pass．Itmeans thevery movementof“reversal［retournement］”
inwhich“thepossibility ofheimpossibility”comesupαgα乙花Sと“theim－
possibility ofeverypossibility”－－theextreme polntWhich safeguardsthe
essentialambigultybetween“thepossibilityoftheimpossibility”and“the
impossibilityofeverypossibility”asa collision．Inthisrespect，Whatthe
WOrd“necessaryinthefirstphrase“impossiblenecessarydeath”showsis
II
not at allthatsuicideis necessary，butthat preservlng“the
undemonstrable，”themovem ntof“reversal”orthecollisionitseげis
Whatis necessary．ThisnecessltylS nOthingbut thed mandof vlgilance．
Theunbearableweightof“the undemonstrable”that suicide■demonstrates，
thesheer contrariety of“the possibility oftheimpossibility”and“theim－
possibilityofeverypossibility，”ispreciselywhatlanguage／writinghasto
endurein ordertosustainitself．
Thus，that“dangerwatchesover us”remarksthefacthatdangerof
“1amortfacile”（orthefacilenessofthought）isalwaysalready oriented
toward the“moment”ofradicalreversalintovlgilance．The“essence”
OflanguagethatBlanchot’shought℃nlanguageshowsisto“disclose”
thisexact“moment”ofreversal，“the undemonstrable”of“1amort
facile．”And hislanguageitself，Whichalwaysexistsas thestrangeforce
thataffectsus，Seeksto“disclose”oraffirmthis“moment”ofreversalor
COllision，“theundemonstrable，”withouttouchinglt，Withoutuncoverlnglt
by throwlnglightoni ．Thatishowtheneutreor vlgilancespeaksin
Blanchot．
VigilantFriendship
VigilanceisthatwhichcallsforfriendshipandrequlreSa COmmunlty．
In上ノ丘briと比re血desαS£re，JuStafterreferrlngtO thedangerousleanlngtO－
Warda sanctification oflanguage，Blanchotsays，“repe OnSaVeC
Levinas．．＜ねJα乃gαgeeぶとdむゐsc甲£icよsme．＞”Likethisentence，
Blanchot’swritlngShowshow vlgilanceisinseparable什omfriendship一－
howitispossibleonlybetweenthe two．Inthecase ofhisown writlng，
VlgilanceisinseparablefromhisfriendshipwithL色vinas．Hewritesin
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“‘N’oubliezpas’”（1988）：
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ThegreatdebtIowetoEm年nnuelLevinasis，Ibelieve，Wellknown．
Heistodaymy oldestfriend，theonly oneIfeelentitledtoaddress
inthe£㍑form．Itisalsoknownthatwe met athe Universityof
Strasbourgln1926，Whereso many greatteachersmadephilosophy
anythingbutmediocreforus．Was thisencountertheresultof
Chance？Itcouldbesaid．Butour friendshipwas neitherhazardous
nor fortuitous．Somethingprofounddrewus together．Iwon’tsay
thatthiswas alreadyJudaism，but rather，in additiontohischeer－
fulness，aSOrtOf solemn，nObleway of envisaglnglifebylnVeSti－
gatlngltWithouta traceof pedantry．Atthesame time，itisto
himIowe my firstencounterwithHusserl，andeven with
Heidegger，Whoselectureshe hadattendedina Germanyalready
Stirredup byperversepoliticalimpulses．
Then headds“［Levinas’s work］mustbestudied and meditated withth
utmostvigilance．Thatiswhatitteachesus beforeallelse：readinglS nOt
enough，understandingabsorbingare notenough；Whatmattersisto
bewatchfulandtobewakeful．”訪The responsibility ofbeingwatchfuland
Wakefulunderliesth long－Standingfriendship between Blanchotand
Levinas．Thissuggeststhatvlgilanceisonly maintainedbetweentwo
hands．Betweentwo handswhichformthe movementof“1’uncontre
l’autre．”Inotherwords，Vlgilanceis possibleinsofaras two ha dsinter－
rupt each other’smovement，andinthisveryinterruptlOn，interruptth
movementofthelimit（themovementofdeath）whichseekstounifyit－
Self．Thus vlgilanceover dangerisanincessantinterruptionof danger．
Thatisinthismovement whereinterruptionmai tains（“main－tenir”）
danger（dangerdisclosedin Heideggerinthecase offriendship between
BlanchotandLevinas），tWOhands‘‘experience”theimminenceofdeathas
the“experience”of“contre”＝the“experience”ofanonymousdeath which
25“DoNotForget”in7「／ほβJα几Cん0£月eαder，Oxrord‥Blackwell，1995，pP・244－
245．
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hasalreadyhappenedinthedistantpastandatthesame timeistillto
COme at any mOment，Whattwo handstouchwhilebeingtouchedis the
“moment”of“retournement”inwhich“nothingat allhappens”appears．
Theysafeguardthisextreme“moment”ofturnlng．
エαCOmm比花ααと∂よ花αUO弘α以e（publishedin1983）showshowvigilance r
theneutreisonlymade possibleor affirmedinthe．relationwiththe
Other．Vigilanceisth exigencyfora community．We couldals saythat
thisworkdepicts howvlgilanceisthebasisofa communlty，thebasisof
an ethics．Basingh sthoughton thatofLevinas，Blanchotwrites：
An ethicsispossibleonlywhen－－Withontology（whichalwaysre－
duces theOthertotheSame）takingthebackseat－一ananteriorre－
1ationcan affirmitself，arel tion suchthattheselfisnot content
With recognizingtheOther，Withrecognizingitselfinit，butfeels
thattheOtheralwaysputsitinto questionto thepoint ofbeing
ableto respondtoit onlythrougha responsibilitythatcannot
limititselfand thatexceedsitselfwithoutexhAustlngitself．26
An ethicssupposesa relationin whichtheselfis radically calledinto
questionbytheOtheroriscontestedbytheOther；SOitisnotarelation
inwhichtheself recognlZeSitselfintheOther．Thenotionof“commu－
nity”presentedinth swork has nothingto do with collectivefusion．
What foundsthecommunltyistheexperience ofbeingcontestedby the
Other・“A beingdoesnot wantoberecognized，itwantstobecontested：
inorderto existitgoestowardstheother，Whichcontestsandat times
negatesit．”Thismeans thatin thisrelation withtheOther，theself“ex－
ists・”Itexperiencesitselfas“an always prlOreXteriorlty，OraS an eXis－
tenceshatteredthroughand through，COmpOSlngitselfonly asit
decomposesitselfconstantly，Violentlyandin silence．”㌘
To putit anotherway，Whatliesat thecore of communltyisthe
26MauriceBlanchot，エαComm比れα比£をi花αUO比αわね，Paris：Minuit，1983，p．73；
rんeこ／花αUOuノαわJe Comml上山抄，Barrytown：StationHillPress，1988，p．43．
”Ibidリp．16；tranS．p．6．
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Sharing of solitude－－nOtmy OWn SOlitude，butthesolitude oftheOther
Whodies．Itisexposureto death－－nOlongermy exposurebutsomeone
else’s．Itisnot myconsciousness ofimpendingdeath butmy proximityto
“anotherwhodies”thatcallsmeintoquestion mostradically．Itputsme
besidemyself andopensme to“theOpennessof a communlty．”“The
muteconversationwhich，holdingthehandof‘another whodies，‥Ⅰ’keep
up withim，Idon’t keepup simplytohelp him die，buttosんαrethesoli－
tudeoftheeventwhichseems to bethepossibilitythatismost hisown
andhisunsharable possessioninthatitdispossesses himabsolutely．”胡In
thisense，a COmmunityisnota place ofprotectionfromsolitude，butit
isthatwhichexposes eachbeingto solitude．Solitudehereexcludes“the
COmplacentisolationofindividualism”：inエ’軸αCeg如∂rαよre，discusslng
“thesolitude ofthework”towhichtheartistbelongs，Blanchotsays，“It
SeemS thatwelearnsomething aboutrt whenwe experience whatt e
WOrd solitudeismeanttodesignate．”WecaれSaythesame thingabout
Blanchot’snotionof“community”：Itseems thatwelearn something
about communlty Whenwe experience whattheword solitudeismeantto
designate．
Thecloselinkbetweenvigilance and community，Orbetweenvlgilance
andfriendship，reVealsitselfin“theconvulsivemovementsofbeingsin
SearChofeachother．”CitingBataille’sline，“Ifthisworldwere notend－
1esslycrisscrossedby theconvulsivemovementsofb ingsinsearch ofeach
Other‥，it would appearlikean objectofderisionofferedto thoseit
glVeSbirthto，”Blanchotimplies that thesemovementsshouldbelinkedto
a movementthatresistsbeingnamed，amOVementthatcan benamed nei－
therlovenor desire，amOVementthat“attractsthebeingsinorderto
throw them towardseachother（twoby two or more，COllectively），aC－
COrdingtotheirbodyor accordingtotheirheartandthought，bytearlng
themfromordinary society．咽This movementistheforcethatdetaches
us fromany world while revealingitselfas therelationto theworld．
28Ibid．，P．21；tranS．p．9．
29Ibid．，pp．78－79；tranS．p．47
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We could alsosay thatvigilanceor theneutre appearsas，ifnot
speech，“the supplicationtospeak．”This supplication whichcomes from
thelimitsofbeinglSOnly made possiblebytheotherwho affirmsit．In
other words，the speech ofvigilance（or“thesupplicationtospeak”）oc－
CurSOnlyintherelation withtheOther，incommunlty．
Repetition
Vigilance，thewak fulnesstothefacthat“dangerwatchesover us，”
isonly made possibleinthemovementof repetition，CeaSeless repetition
Of“veille’’outside of sleep，OutSide of security．Itdirectsus towarda
pointwherelanguagemeetsitslimit，tOWardthelanguageoftheotheraト
waysother．AsBlanchotwrites，“Itishus towardnother sortoflan－
guageentirely－－thelanguage ofwriting，thelanguage oftheotherlways
Other whoseimperativedoesnotdevelopatall一一itisinthedirectionof
thisotherlanguagethat，OutSideof everything，OutSide consciousness and
unconsciousness，inthe elementhatvacillatesb tweenwaking and
reawaking，Weknowourselves（notknowingthis）tobealwaysalreadyde－
ported．”知Indeedwe find Blanchot’swritlngltSelftobea ceaseless repeti－
tionof“veille”whichisdirectedowardanothersortoflanguage．Andwe
Seeitinhisrepetition ofHeidegger．Some ofhiswritlng COuldberegarded
as an attempt orepeatHeidegger’swritingso thatthelanguageofthe
Other，thed fianceoflanguage preservedinHeidegger’slanguage，Will
Speak．WhenIsayBlanchotrepeatsHeidegger，Ithinkoftheideaofrepe－
titionnotas mereborrowlngOfHeidegger’sideasand conceptsbutas the
も
repetition oftheunknownor dangerattheheartofHeidegger’swriting．
Itisrepetitioninthesenseof“Torepeatwhatone hasnotheardand
Whathasnotbeen said．”31Inotherwords，IregardBlanchot’srepetitionas
an attempt olettheoutside repeatitselfor affirmtherepetition〆the
OutSide（“re”〆“ex”）；Whichistosay，Ifollow whatBlanchot himself
SaySabout repetition．
幻エ’包r血re血d∂sαS加，p．127；rんeⅣrよ£よ几g〆紙eβよsαS£er，p．79
31エepαSα比－de仏，p．123；r九e5£印Ⅳ0£月eッoJld，p．89．
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The”re”ofthereturn［retour］inscribeslikethe“ex，”anopening of
everyexteriorlty：aSifthereturn，farfromputtlngan endtoit，
markedtheexile，thebeginnlnglnitsrebeginnlng Oftheexodus．To
COme again［revenir］wouldbeto come to ex－CenterOneSelfanew
［S’ex－Center］，tOWander［errer］．Onlythe几叩lαdよcaffirmationre－
mα乙花S．32
Forinstance，itispossibletoconsiderエ’Aと£eJ比eJ’0乙上わJよ，abookwrit－
tenin theintervalbetweenreflection andfiction，aSa repetition of
Heidegger’swriting．Significant motifsinエ’A£とe花とeJ’0乙J紘suchas wait－
1ng，forgetting，COnVerSation，beingon theway，StepS，arrivaland with－
drawal，appearanCeanddisappearance，themovem ntofgolngOutSide of
allwilling，thetemporalityof“notyet”and“nolonger，”turnlng，gift，
areimportantmotifs ofHeidegger’s thinking．Moreover，WeCOuldsay
that上ノAととe′加′’0払わJよrepeatsHeidegger’sideaof“waitinginHerdegger，s
け
Ge′αSSe花んeよ王，・エ’AととeJ比e′’0乙Jわgよwasapparentlydeveloped from Blanchot’s
earliertext“L’Attente，”whichcouldberegardedas arepetition ofthe
ideaof“waitingin・Geぬsse花んeよと．“L’Attente”isa fragm ntarytextthat
‖
Blanchotcontributedtoabook celebratlngHeidegger，sseventiethbirthday
publishedinGermanyin1959，MartinHeidegger Z“m SZeわzよgs£飢
Geわ“rと5とαg．認“L’Attente”consistsoffragmentsabout“waitlng Which
〃
WereprObablywrittenasan attemptto repeatHeidegger’sideason“wait－
け
1ng preSentedin“ZurEr6rterungderGelassenheit：AuseinemFeldweggespr
ach也ber das Denken，”publishedin GegαSSe乃んe∠とin1959．別 Thist xtof
タ
Heideggeriswrittenintheformofa conversationbetweena teacher，a
SCientist，anda scholar．Inthatconversation，“Waitingsrevealedas
‖
32Ibid．，p．49；tranS．p．33．
33“L，Attente”in〟αr加肋よdeggerZ比mSよeわz∠gs加Ge占比r£sとαg，pp．217－224；
‖
trans．MichaelHolland，“Waitlnginrんe別α花Cん0£月eαder，pp．272－278．The
Other contributorsincludeJeanBaufret，Hans－GeorgGadamer，Georges
Braque，Ren色Char，ErnstJ血ger，etC．
3‘MartinHeidegger．，GeJαSSe花んeれPhllingen：Neske，1959，pp．27－71；
“Conversationon aCountryPathaboutThinking”in上）よsco乙↓rSe OJlrん∠几た∠几g
，New
York：Harper＆Row，1966，pp．58－90．
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“Gelassenheit”－－release frommetaphysicalre－preSentationalthinkinginto
theopennessofthereglOnOflanguage，tO WhatHeideggercalls“that－
which－regions”（“Gegnet”）．おAnd“waiting”（or“Gelassenheit”）underlies
theconversation not onlyas thesubjectoftheconversationbutalsoas
Whatisindistlnguishablefromth conversationwhichisalso revealedas
“walkingon theway．”Thusitis possibleto supposethatエ’A㍑eJ加
J’0び紘repeats“waiting”in Geわsse花んeよとWith“L’Attente”asaninterme－
diary．
However，myObjecthereisnottoprovethatBlanchot’swritlnglSin－
fluenced by HeideggerandtherebyrepeatsHeidegger’sideas．Itisto pay
attentionto thesenseofrepetitionas suchandsuggesth左tBlanchot，in
repeatlngHeidegger，1ets Heidegger’sthoughterr fromitself towardits
OWn OutSidewheretheoutsideofhisthoughtannouncesitselfand shows
itselfas repetition＝repetition oftheextreme，eXhaustion ofBeing．In
Other words，Blanchot safeguardstheunknownor thenon－manifestin
35In“ZurEr6rterungderGelassenheit‥Auseinem Feldweggesprach地erdas
Denken”“waitingappearsas“releasement”or“arelationto that－Which－
り
regions”（“einVerhaltniszur Gegnet”）．Waitingmeans to releaseoneseげ
fromre－preSenting（“dasVorstellen”），thatis，什omallmetaphysicalrepre－
Sentationalthinkinganditslanguage，tO“theopenness or thaトwhich－
regions，”totheregionwhichisitselr“amovement”（“dieBewegung”）．And
thisreglOnis“the reglOnOrtheword，Whichisanswerabletoitselfalone，”
therealmorwordsinwhichwecanmoYe（“bewegen”）rreely・Theconversa－
tion，Whichisitselfr easementandwalting，Showsitseげasthemovement
OrleadingtheparticIPantSbackto this“reglOnftheword．”Indeedat the
end ofthe conversationthe participantsreturnto a Greekword orHeraclitus
whichScholartranslatesa “moving－into－nearneSS”（“In－die－Nahe－gehen”）；
hesays that“thisword mightbethename，and perhapsthebestname，rOr
whatwe have round，”Thusthisconversation revealsits wishto trustin the
forceorlanguage；itwants to showthatout oflanguage understood as“the
reglOn Ortheword”or as“Bewegungcomes conversationitself，thatisto
‖
Say，Waiting，releasement，andhi king．
36The followingwords orBlanchotare relatedtothesense orrepetitiondis－
CuSSedhere：“Towriteis perhapsto not writeinrewriting…tOerraCe（in
writingover）thatwhichisnot yetwritten andthatrewriting notonlycov－
ers over，butrestoresobliquelyln COVeringltOVer‥ ”；ムepαSα比－deJゐ，p．
67；アんe S£ep Ⅳ0£βe）′OJld，p．46．AIso hewrit s，“And suchist e
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Heidegger’s thoughtbyrepeatingit．溺
Tolookat Blanchot’srepetitionfHeidegger froma broaderview－
polnt，OneCOuldsay thatitisa movementofdisplaclng“Being in
り
Heidegger．Blanchotnot onlyrepeatsHeidegger’sterms（asinthecase of
“waiting”）butalsoreplacesH idegger’s“Being”with hisown words．For
example，WeCOuldsaythatinエ’軸αCeg如∂mよre“Being isreplacedby
II
“1’oeuvre，”detached from thephilosop icalhorizon andbroughti tohe
spaceofliterature，Orthatin上′’血riと㍑re血d∂sαS汁eHeidegger’sappealto
“Beingunderthe siderealskyor constellationsis replacedby“1e
‖
desastre，”theseparationfromthestar，afallbeneath disastrousnece －
Sity．Further，Wemightbeabletoregardthenotionoftheneutrewhich
groundsBlanchot’shoughtonlanguageas what rewritesH idegger’sno－
tionof5cん∽よ喝㍑れg Whichisinseparablefrom thatof“Being．叩Thisre－
placementor displacementof“BeinginBlanchotisparalleltoLevinas’s
‖
displacementofthetrajectoryofphenomenologywhichhehimself hadin－
troducedtoFrancewith“the relation with autrui．”
RepeatlngmeanS Safeguardingthevlgilanceofdanger，dangerwhich
watchesover usprlOrtO Our WatChingover danger．Itpreservesa voice
responsibility of writing－－Writing whichdistinguishesitselr by deleting from
itselfalldistinguishingmarks，Whichistosayperhaps，ultimately，bye打ac－
ingitself（rightawayα几d atlength：thistakealloftime），foritseems to
leaveindelibleorindiscernibletraces”；エ’且cr血re血d∂sαS£re，P．58；rんe
Ⅳr∠如g〆£んe上）∠sαS£er，p．34．
37In創α几Cん0と．・且工汁eme Co／出e叩pOrαr）′，Leslie Hillconsiderstheemergence
oftheneutreinthetextsorthe1960sas animportant urnlngpOintin
Blanchot’sthinking．Accordingto him，thethoughtoftheneutre“allowed
Blanchotradicallyto re－eXaminesome ofthelongesしStandingphilosophical
underplnningsofhisown discourse，”thatis，hisreadings orHeideggerand
Levinas．Hethinks that“oneortherirst topicsagainst whichthe thoughtof
theneutrecomes to bedeployed”isthequestion orBeingltSelr．Leslie Hill，
創α花Cん0£．・且工打℃me CoJはemporαrツ，London：Routledge，1997，p．136．Topush
thisobservationfurther，WemightregardBlanchot’sthoughtortheneutreas
a criticalrewritlng OrHeidegger’sthoughto theScん∽よ几g比几g・Toputitan－
otherway，itisthereceptlOnOfdangercarriedwith nHeidegger’snotionor
Being（inseparablerromthenotionorScん∽∠几糾几g）thatgroundsBlanchot’s
notion ortheneutre，
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WhichincessantlylnterruptSuS andaskswhetherwe are not toostrong．
We recallheretherepetition ofan extraordinarily weakimpersonalvoice
inエ’Aと£e花とeg’0乙J∂Jiwhichflows from“her”to“him”－－“ル払たeよとSOとんα£
Jcα花甲eαゐと0ツ0比［凡よse／lSOrとeq弘eノep比よsseとepαrJeJ］．”Inordertolis－
tento thevoicecomlngfrom“her，”“he”hastocuthimselfo打from all
movementwhich seeks meanlng，includingthemoveme twhichtries to
recognlZe SOmethingremarkable andinterestinglna StOry．“He”hastode－
tachimself fromeverything，includinghis detachment．“He”hasto be
faithfultohisown weaknesses：“Therewas apoint of weakness anddis－
tractioninh mwhichhehadtorelateto everythingthathe thoughtand
said．Otherwise，he would commit what seemedtohimtobe th ss ntial
infidelity．”認Wecan considerthispoint ofweaknessas vlgilancethatwe
haveseen appearlng”betweenHeideggerandBlanchot一－Vigilanceasin一
（（
CeSSantVaCillationbetween dangerand vigilance，betweenimpatienceand
patience，betweenstr ngthandweakness．
Describinga scene where“her”weaknessappearsmore clearlyto
“him，”thenarrative voicesays：“hesaw betterwhatan extraordi甲ry
StateOfweaknessshewasin，from whichshederivedtheauthorlty Which
SOmetimes madeher speak．Andwhat bouthim？Wasn’t hetoostrongto
hearher，tOOCOnVinced oftheextensivemeanlngOfhisown existence，tOO
carriedaway byitsmovement？’欄Every writeror everyreaderhastore－
peatthisquestion ceaselesslyln Ordertoentrusthimselfor herselfwholly
to writing．Thisisthedemandthatwe hear 占eと∽ee乃H ideggerand
Blanchot．
北上’Aαe几とeJ’0比占Jよ，Paris：Gallimard，962，p．33；A∽αよ加gOわJ上uわ花，Lincoln：
UniversityofNebraska Press，1997，p．15．
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